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Northern Ireland’s social housing partnerships: meeting housing need in difficult times

Abstract: Partnerships between government and third sector organisations, and among third sector organisations, to deliver key public services are well established in many states. But with the advent of more stringent public finances these structures are required to fulfil new tasks and find new ways of operating to protect frontline services while managing reduced budgets. 

The return of fully functioning devolution in Northern Ireland from May 2007 occurred just before the onset of the ‘credit crunch’ and a renewed focus on efficiency in public services. This scoping paper reviews the impact of the changing economic and governance contexts on two important aspects of Northern Ireland’s social housing provision: the procurement of new social housing developments; and housing support services funded through the Supporting People programme. Both include a complex mix of collaborative and contractual arrangements involving the public, private and voluntary/ third sectors. 





The literature on welfare reform delineates a trend away from “traditional welfarism” (Evers, 2009) in which social rights of citizens are underpinned by state financed and directly managed universal services towards a set of much more fluid arrangements that are themselves contradictory and contested (Surender, 2004; Lewis; 2004; Clarke, 2004; Newman, 2005). If the traditional welfarism that predominated in Western Europe in the decades following the second World War was typified by top-down hierarchical methods of coordination and policy delivery, more recent emerging forms of governance have relied on a more complex web of relationships in what Evers (1995, p?) has described as the “welfare mix”. This process of change has been accompanied by a diffusion of power through policy networks and partnerships (Rhodes, 2007), one consequence of which has been an enlargement of the political and social space occupied by third sector organisations (Casey et al, 2010) as they have been increasingly incorporated within mainstream means of public service delivery. In this process there has been a widespread trend towards greater policy interest in the role of civil society in the production of welfare, (Kendall, 2009; Casey et al, 2010) and an exponential growth in scholarship in relations between third sector and state agencies and, more generally, between the third sector and social policy taken as a whole. 
Whilst a trend that is to be observed across Western Europe and further afield (Bode, 2006; Zimmer, 2009) the UK has been notable for the particular enthusiasm in which these structural changes came to be a central feature of a modernising narrative during the years of the New Labour Government from 1997 to 2010.  A particular feature of this, noted by Harris (2010) has been the way a rhetoric around “what works” was accompanied by a redefinition of public policy as anything that could in principle be funded by government and a lack of interest in the formal ownership of agencies charged with public service delivery.   Voluntary agencies in the UK have thus become embedded in partnerships within welfare systems in ways that are contradictory and perplexing.  In different policy fields and even within policy fields the discourse of what works, in which governance by public procurement is of increasing importance (Carmel and Harlock, 2008), jostles for attention with discourses that value voluntary action as itself a social good and where governance emphasises the maintenance of public trust through mechanisms such as charity regulation. The establishment of devolved government within the UK from 1998 adds to the complexity. Northern Ireland is one of the UK jurisdictions with devolved government structures covering responsibilities for, inter alia, housing, health, and social care​[1]​.  
Now, at a time of significant reductions in public expenditure, these complex welfare structures are likely to be subject to more pressures, where the tensions between cost reduction and efficiency on the one hand and the belief that voluntarism can revive civic life on the other will become more pronounced. With the advent of more stringent public finances, partnerships may be required to fulfil new tasks and find new ways of operating to protect frontline services while managing reduced budgets. The recent difficulties that the UK Coalition government has had in launching its ‘big society’ initiative in England at the same time as announcing deep cuts in local authority spending illustrates this trend. 

This paper is a first attempt to describe and analyse the changing dynamics of Northern Ireland’s social housing provision in response to funding limitations at a time of continuing unmet needs. The delivery of new social housing across the UK involves a complex mix of public and private finance and an institutionalized policy field that combines public, private and third sector agencies together with regulated housing associations that appear to combine elements of all three (Mullins and Pawson, 2010). Through examination of both special needs housing with revenue support from the Supporting People programme, and general needs housing requiring only capital investment, the paper reviews how new forms of institutional response may impact on service outcomes and how relationships between public, private and third sector agencies are adapting to new circumstances. 
Structure to follow.........
Social housing and the changing face of ‘partnership’ in response to economic crisis – NA

I suggest a different structure here as follows:
	Definition of social housing, including explanation of difference between general needs and special needs housing
	How it is provided and managed across the UK (mixed public and private finance being the important point, plus the role of HAs/ RSLs and so on)
	Brief introduction to housing associations and discussion about the kind of organisation they are (I have some governance models from Skelcher and there’s the discussion in Mullins and Pawson about their hybridity) – they are clearly ‘Third Sector’ but are they part of the ‘voluntary sector’?? How do housing associations fit into ‘voluntary action’ etc as discussed below? How do they relate to other service provider voluntary organisations?
	THEN the impact of devolution on structures, and on social policy including NA’s material on policy convergence or divergence
	Conclude with ‘the social housing policy field in NI’ – background to the case studies and further exploration of the connections between public, private and third sectors, sets up nicely for next section being the conceptual framework

The delayed impact of the devolution settlement 
The UK devolution settlement introduced the possibility of variation in the social settlement available to citizens between the constituent parts of the Union. The potential for increasing variation is clear. The demand for devolution was driven in part by differences in the political economies of England, Scotland and Wales in particular, leading to differing attitudes to state expenditure and different degrees of trust in public solutions to social problems (Keating, 2004). Indeed social policy has been seen as one of the main justifications for the devolution project (Chaney and Drakeford, 2004; Mooney et al, 2006). 
Nevertheless, despite headline differences in social policy that emerged particularly between England and Scotland, devolution in the UK was not initially marked by significant departures from UK norms. Policies towards the third sector, although a devolved responsibility, did not vary greatly (Birrell, 2009; Alcock, 2010). Everywhere the intensification of third sector involvement in public service delivery is evidenced by an increase in the proportion of total income that came from government sources and the ever-larger proportion of that which was in the form of contracts to provide services to a pre-determined specification (Clarke et al, 2009).  This was particularly evident in cases where national policy initiatives were rolled out across the UK in ways that were possible while the Labour Party was a dominant political force throughout England, Scotland and Wales, as it was during the early years of devolution in Scotland and Wales, and was running Northern Ireland between 2002 and 2007 while the Northern Ireland Assembly was suspended.
Northern Ireland thus followed a similar, although delayed trajectory, to the rest of the United Kingdom during the Labour years (Acheson, 2010). By the financial year 2006-2007 total income to the voluntary sector (excluding housing associations) was approximately £570m, of which £249m or 44% came from government, approximately two thirds of which was in the form of contracts, a very similar proportion to elsewhere in the UK (NICVA, 2009).  What sets Northern Ireland apart in this respect has been the pace of change. Whilst changes in methodology in compiling the data in the intervening period mean that care should be taken in interpreting the figures, contracts were as low as about 7.7% of income from government in 2001/02, much lower than elsewhere in the UK (Acheson 2010; NICVA, 2009).  
The degree to which social policies come to vary among the constituent parts of the UK can thus be seen as a function of the extent of political agreement between the government at Westminster (responsible for social legislation in England) and the devolved administrations, mediated by the budgetary settlement derived from a formula based on social expenditure in England.  During the New Labour years a combination of political agreement and rising budgets provided a relatively benign environment for the development of agreed social policies.  
These benign circumstances no longer apply with a government at Westminster intent on a dramatic reduction of public expenditure and of a political complexion far from the governing parties outside of England and. In England the Coalition government White Paper “Open Public Services’ is likely to offer a radical departure from the partnership model that developed since the late 1990s, replacing it with an approach where multiple and it is predicted, mostly private agencies compete to deliver all government funded services bar the police, the judiciary and the armed forces in a welfare mix regulated through public procurement and EU contract law.  How the devolved administrations respond to this situation will depend in part on how the politics are interpreted and the problem viewed by both the devolved administrations themselves but also by the stakeholders in the institutional arrangements for delivering policy in each jurisdiction.  Thus as a vital first step to understanding both the challenges and the options for social housing and housing support for vulnerable groups in Northern Ireland, this paper provides a detailed account of the institutional arrangements and the partnership model that have developed in this policy field which in key respects are different to those elsewhere in the UK.  
Partnership governance, policy networks and hybridisation: towards a conceptual framework
The style of public administration in what we may think of as post welfare states has become dominated by a complex web of governance networks - “public policy making and implementation through a web of relationships between government, business and civil society actors” (Klijn and Skelcher, 2007: 587).  Predicated on an assumption of both government and market failure, these structures are widely used, posing new problems in policy coordination and delivery.  
Increasingly, third sector organizations (TSOs) have become embedded in political institutions and governance networks surrounding given policy fields (Evers, 2004; Gronjberg and Smith, 2006: Dekker, 2009). The identity of a given governance network within a specified policy field is sustained through adherence to a set of norms and values that determine who does what and when, and determines the end to which the efforts of the network are directed  (the nature of the social problem that is beyond the competence of command and control governmental mechanisms). These institutional policy fields are sustained by “a relatively enduring collection of rules and organized practices…that prescribe appropriate behavior for specific actors in specific situations” (March and Olsen, 2006, p4).  Rules are followed, it is argued because they seem appropriate, natural, expected and legitimate (March and Olsen, 1989, 2006).  
In this view the ways that the rules are set become a particular research interest as they will go on to govern both the roles considered appropriate to, and the internal management processes adopted by, actors within specific policy networks. Resource exchange theories of governance networks suggest that they are based on a trade-off between valued resources among actors within the network and influence over policy content and programme design (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992). But in the case of the third sector however, the empirical literature shows that in practice there are deep inequalities among the parties, with TSOs often being at a disadvantage (Alcock and Scott, 2002; Taylor, 2003).  The tensions that arise in practice flow from the way that the state has increased its regulatory, coordinating and enabling activities whilst at the same time withdrawing from direct service provision (Newman, 2005: 3).  Rather than a reduction in government, there has been a dispersal of government power and authority in which governance is best seen as the application of practices and procedures that set limits on what is considered appropriate, commonsensical, or possible both by policy actors and the consumers of policy (Newman, 2005; Carmel, 2005).  On this account, there has been a simultaneous strengthening of government control over the rules that define the institutional structure of welfare delivery at the same time as there has been a rapid increase in the numbers of players in particular policy fields. 
The implications of this are controversial. The process whereby TSOs have become embedded in complex governance structures with policy fields in which governments typically retain considerable power over both the definitions of problems and acceptable policy parameters might suggest that they have become a hapless party to the restructuring of the welfare state (Carmel and Harlock, 2008).  On the other, it has been argued that processes of problem definition and agenda setting within policy networks are invariably messy and often unclear to actors within these networks (Kingdon, 1995). Governments may be constrained by having to rely on third parties to deliver their policies in contexts where the TSOs involved can exercise influence through threat of exit from the policy field because the resources they deploy are essential to the success or otherwise of the policy.  
Hybridization of policy fields through governance networks also tends to lead to hybridization of the players within those networks as they adjust to the rules of play.  Much of the earlier literature on the impact of these changes for TSOs assumed that they were different in kind to either private or public actors in policy fields, each with their own internal logics and modes of coordination that were being pulled together in partnership structures (Powell and Exworthy, 2002). However, more recently, attention has been given to the hybridization of organisations in a process that has brought the competing logics of the market, public accountability and value-driven action within individual organisations (Billis, 2010).  Thus hybridity no longer just typifies particular policy fields, but also individual organisations within those fields.  It has been argued that TSOs are particularly vulnerable to this process in part because of relatively weak accountability mechanisms (Anheier, 2009), but whatever the reason, this phenomenon raises intriguing questions about the relationship between the rules, the trust needed for governing relations between public, private and third sector actors in a particular policy field and the extent to which TSOs in particular have become hybridized.
 Billis (2010) argues that hybridity occurs where agencies in the private, public or third sectors, take on some of the attributes of agencies in other sectors whilst retaining their core characteristics. We apply this idea to suggest that the stability of hybrid policy fields may depend in part on the extent to which the rules of play permit the players to retain their core identities and that this is related to the trust needed for the field to “work”.  The issue is important as the extent to which TSOs take on some of the characteristics of either private companies in terms of their management styles or access to private finance or of public bodies in terms of their accountability mechanisms will be reflected in the ways they perceive their missions in relation to the rules governing the policy fields in which they operate. We hypothesise that TSOs can become active co-producers of the rules governing the operation of governance networks in specific policy fields where they perceive a good ‘fit’ between their missions and the set of rules. In such cases we would expect to find that TSOs will represent their organizational interests as a proxy for the interests of their users.
 Exploring these conjectures fully is beyond the scope of this paper.  In presenting our case study of Supporting People in Northern Ireland we hope to illustrate the potency of this analytical approach and suggest avenues for further research. 
Supporting People

Background to the policy 

‘Supporting People’ is a paradigmatic policy of the new Labour period and was a particularly important driver of changes in the funding and role of voluntary organisations in welfare production during this period as well as the sets of relationships within specific welfare policy fields. The aim was to develop housing support services that would enable vulnerable people to access accommodation suitable to their needs (NIHE, 2005). It reformed the way housing support was provided to vulnerable groups in society, substantially increased the resources available and was rolled out across the UK in 2003 according to shared principles and standards. It dramatically intensified the partnership between housing associations and voluntary associations providing care and other support services that had already developed in the wake of the reforms to community care brought in by the then Conservative government in 1990. 

It is possible to identify three dimensions to the problems that the policy was designed to offer a solution (Carr, 2005). Because it was led by demands from third sector providers, it was not strategic and spending on was seen as out of control; the management and regulation of provision was deemed to be inadequate and driven by responsive initiatives developed within the third sector; furthermore it was failing in a fundamental requirement to manage risk to the general public from unruly and potentially dangerous people.
The policy emerged as a response to an earlier period of neo-liberal change to the UK welfare state, which aimed to embed and intensify certain aspects of these changes while addressing some of their unintended consequences. It operates at the intersection of three policy agendas, the role of social housing in a neo-liberal welfare system, community care, and the need to discipline those whose behaviour is deemed anti-social in a world of responsibilized consumer citizens (Carr, 2005; Clarke et al, 2008; Parr, 2010).
Although designed to address the needs of people who are homeless, ex-prisoners among other vulnerable groups, the roots of the Supporting People programme were in the community care reforms of the early 1990s. These shifted significant sums of money from the Social Security Budget to local authorities to fund the social care costs of people who had hitherto lived in hospitals and other large institutions. The hospital closure policy had a long history in the UK, dating back to the late 1950s, but these radical reforms provided the means of moving people much more quickly. Most of the new services were to be provided by third sector and private operators in a quasi-market regulated through new public management principles. In Britain (although not in Northern Ireland), the government stipulated that 85% of the ‘new’ money had to be spent on outside providers, either third or private sectors. 
In the UK as a whole, the decanting of many people out of hospitals without much strategic thought into how replacement housing was to be provided and funded, meant that policy was made on the hoof often with independent providers taking the initiative and developing new relationships with housing associations and the local authorities responsible.  Housing management became increasingly drawn into a welfare role for which it was ill equipped (Carr, 2005) as more tenants required support to maintain their tenancies.  louHA core concept was the notion of “special needs”. This came to dominate narratives that justified social housing.  After the sell-off of local authority housing stock in the 1980s, social housing became more and more closely associated with people deemed to have special needs.  People without such needs might be seen by definition as those unable to find housing through the market. Housing Benefit, paid to meet the rent of the new tenants of social housing became a significant source of funding. Money was diverted to help pay for the additional support tenants required to maintain their tenancies.   Special Needs Management Allowance (SNMA) was paid to housing associations to meet the costs, which typically retained a proportion, handing the rest to the third sector organization running the support services.  Demand led and poorly regulated, public perceptions of the policy were influenced by fears that the people living in these new schemes were not properly supervised​[2]​.
These three policy drivers pointed in the direction of a dedicated budget and closer regulation, but the trigger for the development of supporting people as the response was a High Court ruling that Housing Benefit could not be used for purposes other than meeting direct housing costs, removing the legal basis for SNMA (NI Assembly, 2008).
Supporting People was announced by the government in December 1998 and introduced across the UK in 2003. It transferred money from Housing Benefit and other sources to a single dedicated and much-enhanced budget. An idea of its size can be gained by a notional budget for England of £6.6bn set aside in the October 2010 Comprehensive Spending Review. In Northern Ireland its budget in 2009-2010 had grown to £64m and was the single biggest source of funding available to third sector organisations, attracting many organisations new to housing support services in the process.  The policy consolidated the structure of finance and service delivery that had grown up in the 1990s.  The capital costs of schemes are financed by housing associations raising money from private and public sources through the Housing Corporation.  In Northern Ireland capital costs are wholly funded by the state through the regional housing body, the Northern Ireland Housing Executive.  Typically a scheme is managed by the housing association in a partnership with a specialist third sector provider organisation through a joint management agreement although housing associations themselves directly manage some schemes.  The provider organisation draws down revenue costs through contracts with Supported Housing, managed by local authorities in Britain and by the Housing Executive in Northern Ireland, and with Social Services to fund the social care needs of qualifying residents.    
Supported Housing in Northern Ireland
Supporting People was introduced to Northern Ireland in April 2003, the same time as in the rest of the UK. There are currently 110 providers, all but a handful of which are third sector organizations, including housing associations, providing services to approximately 23,000 people (NIHE interview, March, 2011; Northern Ireland Assembly, 2008).  The scheme is the single biggest source of government funding for third sector organizations, outside of the capital grants available to housing associations to build new social housing. It operates as a dense and highly regulated policy field with structures that closely designate agency roles and responsibilities, organized around the commissioning, delivery and regulation of services and in which commissioning and delivery and kept at arms length.
The Government of Northern Ireland comprises an Executive made up of 11 departments among them the Department for Social Development (DSD) and the Department of Health, Personal Social Services and Public Safety (DHSSPS). The DSD has responsibility for housing and urban regeneration, delivering its housing policies through a non-department public body, the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE).  It has responsibility for administering both the commissioning and the delivery of the supporting people programme, although as we have seen it does this through a network of registered housing associations and other third sector organizations specialising in support services.    The DHSSPS is responsible for health and social care in Northern Ireland, delivered through regional Health and Social Care Board. Unlike in the case of the NIHE, the Board only has responsibility for commissioning; delivery is the remit of five Health and Social Care Trusts. An important difference to the rest of the UK in this regard is that health and social care is an integrated service whereas in England, Scotland and Wales, social care is a local authority responsibility, organizationally separate from health services.  
The Supporting People budget is delegated to a commissioning body, responsible to the Board of NIHE, whose members in addition to the NIHE itself are drawn from the Regional Health and Social Care Board, the HSC Trusts, the two Ministerial departments, the Probation Board, and the Regulation and Improvement Authority, a non-department public body responsible for the inspection and regulation of health and social care services. It thus operates as an integrated housing and social care partnership. Its structures are mirrored at a second tier through four Area Supporting People Partnerships comprising representatives from the relevant HSC Trusts, NIHE Districts and the Probation Board. Their purpose is “to identify housing support service needs and priorities in their local areas” (NI Assembly, 2008, p5). 
An important feature of these commissioning partnerships is that they exclude participation by the Third Sector service delivery organizations and give the third sector no formal role in needs identification and prioritisation.  Instead there is a further regional “Inclusive Forum”, a body that  “provides a mechanism for service users and providers to identify client specific needs” (NI Assembly, 2008, p5).  Provider interests are coordinated by the Northern Ireland Council for the Homeless, a regional federation of third sector organizations providing housing related support services in fields such as homelessness, prisoner resettlement and domestic violence along with disability and mental ill-health alongside the Northern Ireland Federation of Housing Associations. Together they facilitate the Committee Representing the Interests of Supporting People Service Providers (CRISSP).  CRISSP can make representations to the Supporting People Commissioning Body, but has no rights to be heard or to share in commissioning decisions directly.
Relations between the commissioners and the third sector providers are governed by a contract driven complex regulatory system. Whilst some housing associations provide direct support services themselves, the majority work with other third sector specialist provider organisations under joint management agreements in which the usual arrangement is for the provider organization to take full responsibility for the scheme, including rent collection. The Housing Association role in these cases is as formal landlord. All supporting people services are funded by contract with the NIHE, one contract for each scheme. Thus there are about 800 contracts between the 110 providers, some with up to 40 schemes. Contracts are normally agreed by negotiation rather than through tendering through public procurement. In cases where tenants in schemes are also receiving personal care support from HSC Trusts, a joint commissioning approach is adopted with an attempt to agree up- front the boundaries between housing support and social care. 
Once up and running, schemes are subject to a detailed and prescriptive regulatory regime with four components. First providers must be accredited proving they have adequate governance and management arrangements and a track record in service delivery before they are permitted to participate. Second, providers must utilise a quality assessment framework based on the principles of continuous improvement and incorporating UK nationally agreed standards. A quality management tool, it is self-administered but providers report their results quarterly in addition to performance monitoring returns. Finally a round of validation site visits are conducted by the NIHE to verify the Quality Assessment Framework Returns. 
The fate of Supporting People across the UK in the next four-year budgetary period likely to diverge widely in the four UK jurisdictions as the respective governments take diverging views on how to manage reducing budgets.  Whilst in England the budget is not ring-fenced with the consequence that in some estimates up to 80% of funding will be lost in the next four years, in Northern Ireland the budget has been frozen at £64m for each of the next four years for existing schemes with an additional ring-fenced £16.4 identified for new schemes over the same period.  The difference in the fate of the Northern Ireland programme may lie in three factors. First, along with other jurisdictions in the UK, the biggest proportion of the budget is shared between learning disability and mental health services, which by 2005 were together accounting for almost 40% of the total (NIHE, 2005).  Second, unlike England, there was no change of government in 2010 and consequently no discontinuity of ownership of policy. Third, community care policies in Northern Ireland have not been revised since 1990 when the target of closing long-stay hospitals was set. This policy was given a powerful further endorsement as a result of a fundamental review of mental health and learning disability services which reported in 2007, and all of whose recommendations government in principle accepted (DHSSPS, 2007). Of particular interest here was the proposal that the three remaining long-stay learning disability hospitals should be closed, with the residents moved to new accommodation in the community. The remaining 220 residents are to be moved within the next four years and the additional Supporting People budget will in part pay for this. The ability of government to meet this target will depend on whether the Health and Social Care Trusts concerned are able to retain the £23m that was bid to meet the social care costs of these people. Unlike the Supporting People budget, this has not been ring-fenced. At a time of great budgetary pressure within the health service, it remains to be seen whether this can be achieved either in part or altogether.
In the face of rising costs, the budget freeze has put many providers under great pressure. In 2008 a survey of providers warned that by 2010-2011, 73% of schemes would be in deficit and that 50 were at risk of closing (NI Assembly, 2008). In the event at the time of writing (March 2011) no schemes have closed, although there have been a number of mergers between providers with the NIHE encouraging providers to share back-office functions in order to reduce costs.  Since 2008, the numbers of providers has dropped from 123 to 110.
Discussion:
Even in a region of the size of Northern Ireland, Supporting People is a policy field of great complexity. A wide range of players, subject to differing coordinating logics are bound together by a complex set of both implicit and explicit rules.  

	Mixed economy system of delivery built in from the start; there seems to have been no discussion about this – check the 1998 policy announcement. It’s worth asking whether this is actually the best way of delivering the service? What ideological assumptions at play here?
	There are explicit and implicit rules
	A complex regulatory environment has built up, policed by contract compliance, that affects all players but unequally as power within the system is unequally distributed;
	The regulatory system comprises the explicit rules that govern behaviour of all players in the policy field;
	But there are meta-rules as well that derive from the particular policy nexus that SP is designed to address. 
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	Big Society? Service provision/ advocacy split changing? RoI?
	Situation specifically in NI
	Our conceptual framework (hybrid organisations?)





1.	Power or the arrangement of power;
2.	The policy paradigm – shapes the ways that problems re defined, types of solution offered and kind of policy proposed
3.	Organization – the arrangements for making and delivering policy;
4.	The policy itself  (Wilson, 2000 cited Enrolas, 2009)


Supporting People Case Study

Context:
 paradigmatic new labour policy – social rights replaced by regulation/partnerships/managed markets
Policy background:
Something here about community care and the open ended SNMA regime a pragmatic solution to an unintended consequence of the CC reforms of early 1990s.
What was new about SP? Doing away with the category of special needs housing; enhancing the regulation and micro-management of delivery; locking delivery agents into a particular kind of partnership model; the conversion of policy into a programme with a fixed budget turned delivery into a honeypot for new players, eager to have some of the action and use the flexibility of the scheme (floating support) to develop new kinds of initiatives at the cost of becoming embroiled in the programme’s regulatory structures and procedures.
Evidence:  
118 organisations in over 900 schemes addressing the needs of about 23,000 people (NICVA, 2009)
In Northern Ireland, there are currently 121 providers delivering services under 
the ‘Supporting People’ programme to around 23,000 people in approximately 
827 accommodation based schemes.  Additionally there are 84 floating support schemes providing services throughout Northern Ireland (NIHE, 2008) more recent figures? Try NIHE annual reports the NIHE annual report for 2009/10, the most recent available has the same figures
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^1	  The devolution settlement of 1998 left the UK with a centralized taxation and social security system while devolving authority over the main aspects of welfare expenditure to governments and assemblies with very few tax raising powers (Birrell, 2009).   
^2	  In 1992 a man with diagnosed schizophrenia attacked and murdered a bystander at a railway station giving a dramatic focus to these concerns (Carr, 2005). The subsequent inquiry suggested that poorly managed housing was a contributing factor. 
